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Abstract. The abrupt transition from onsite to online learning modality has
presented educational institutions with both challenges and opportunities.
As institutions are slowly moving towards the now normal (post-
pandemic), it is vital to reflect on effective online teaching and learning
experiences, as these add to the new repertoire of practice, especially for
teacher education institutions. The study employed a descriptive
quantitative research design utilizing a validated survey questionnaire as
the main data-gathering tool. The results of the study reveal that preservice
teachers have high instructional engagement with technology and with
course content, but the online modality has somehow limited their
instructional engagement with instructors and classmates. Furthermore,
the results reveal relevant insights on how teachers can maximize
technological opportunities while maintaining human connections to
enable more engaging online classroom experiences between teachers and
students. Universities can therefore continue to actively provide relevant
technical and educational training. This is important to accommodate
in-person, online, and hybrid educational modalities.

Keywords: face-to-face modality; instructional engagement; online
modality; perspectives; preservice teachers

1. Introduction

The abrupt transition from onsite to online learning modality has presented
educational institutions with both challenges and opportunities. Considerable
shifts have been observed among educational sectors because of the advent of the
Covid-19 pandemic. Physical classrooms have been transformed into
e-classrooms leveraging technologies to enhance students’ learning experience
and ensure that learning continues. However, educational institutions are posed
with a crucial problem, as it has been reported that global learning poverty is at
crisis levels (World Bank, 2022). Learning poverty indicators include school
deprivation from the data on school enrolment and learning deprivation
measured through varied learning assessments to measure the minimum
proficiency level of the students. Although the World Bank report on learning
poverty (World Bank, 2022) highlighted data covering basic education, the
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concern about learning loss covered higher education. The cumulative impact
brought by the pandemic on student outcomes and achievement should not be
taken lightly.

In the context of improving student outcomes, teacher effectiveness is seen to be
a strong predictor (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Specifically, one very important
factor that constitutes teacher behavior associated with learning outcomes is
student engagement (Konstantinidou & Kyriakides, 2022). Hence, it is imperative
to investigate students’ online learning engagement that warrants teaching
effectiveness. In support, several studies have indicated that student engagement
plays a vital role in student achievement (Clifton et al., 2012; Collie et al., 2017;
Truta et al., 2018), satisfaction with university experience (Korobova & Starobin,
2015), and educational aspirations (Gordon et al., 2008). Since the mid-1980s, early
efforts on improving student engagement have been observed with the National
Survey of Student Engagement introduced in the United States. This was later
modified and adapted to several contexts, paving the way for more empirical
studies to determine the role of engagement in addressing issues such as school
dropout and risky behaviors (Ansong et al., 2017; Archambault et al., 2009; Wang
and Fredricks, 2014).

In higher education, student engagement is considered a valuable concept
highlighting both academic and social orientations that positively impact student
outcomes (Oz & Boyaci, 2021). Students’ active involvement or engagement in
classroom learning activities is termed “instructional engagement” (Reeve, 2002;
Skinner et al., 2008). Varied teaching methods and strategies are used by teachers
to deliver the content. The delivery of the content and the teaching method and
strategy used depend on the intended learning outcomes and the students’
interests and context. In educational institutions, teaching activities for students
include lecture discussions, demonstrations, reporting, inquiry- and problem-
based learning, etc. These students, who are referred to as preservice teachers, are
exposed to varied ways of learning for them to explore and experience a plethora
of strategies and methods. They also respond differently to various learning
content and methods introduced by their teachers in the classroom. The attention,
interest, and effort of these preservice teachers in complying with the activities in
the classroom directed towards learning are referred to as their instructional
engagement (Marks, 2000). Instructional engagement is regarded as a
multidimensional construct (Fredricks et al., 2004) which covers the cognitive,
emotional, and behavioral dimensions (Ciric & Jovanovic, 2016) of students’
engagement during classes. Behavioral engagement pertains to students’
attendance and completion of course activities; cognitive engagement describes
their self-regulated learning strategies; and emotional engagement pertains to the
positive and negative affective states in response to their learning. The
engagement is energized by motivation (Reeve, 2013) and supported by various
contextual factors (e.g., teacher, peer, and environmental support) (Fredricks,
2011; Lam et al., 2012).

Moreover, several studies have claimed that teaching practices that offer a
positive and supportive classroom environment and are anchored on clear
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instructional practices encourage students’ active engagement (Klieme et al., 2009;
Lipowsky et al.,, 2009; Scherer & Gustafsson, 2015). These two elements of
instructional engagement are mentioned in several theoretical frameworks of
effective teaching and are regarded as important factors in promoting student
learning outcomes (Hooper et al., 2013; Panayiotou et al., 2021).

Furthermore, teachers’ efforts to ensure instructional engagement are challenged
as they are expected to “give more” because of the shift from onsite to online
delivery of teaching and learning due to the closure of schools during the
pandemic. For instance, higher education institutions in the Philippines have
adopted flexible learning and teaching options and approaches to ensure that
alternative teaching and learning still take place. The Commission on Higher
Education (CHED) of the Philippines released Memorandum Order (MO) no. 4,
series of 2020, which stipulates the guidelines for the implementation of flexible
learning among various higher education institutions. In the case of teacher
education institutions in Region 7, various innovative learning modalities have
been customized to respond to the needs and situations of their preservice
teachers. Furthermore, these institutions have adopted different teaching
strategies suited to synchronous and asynchronous learning modalities. The
adoption of e-learning has somehow provided more opportunities for access to
higher education and in so doing requires greater accountability and evidence of
learning effectiveness. Techniques such as direct online lectures, prerecorded
audio and video lectures, shared online resources, and blended learning were
employed (Favale et al., 2020). Learning assessments have also shifted into online
quizzes, exams, and assignments (George, 2020). Synchronous learning through
web-based videoconferencing applications such as Zoom, Google Meet,
MS Teams, etc. was employed to engage students in real-time discussions and
interactions.

Studies have also supported that online synchronous and asynchronous learning
allows students to develop higher order thinking and problem-solving skills
(Ayouni et al., 2021), which encourage participation among students. Higher
order skills such as collaboration, problem-solving, and stimulation are important
aspects of student engagement in online learning (Thurmond & Wambach, 2004).
However, it was observed that some instructors turned videoconferencing lessons
into long lectures (Lederman, 2020). This results in lower engagement among
students during synchronous classes as compared to onsite or face-to-face classes
(Francescucci & Rohani, 2019). A survey conducted on students” engagement in
online classes revealed that out of the 400 student respondents, 30% indicated that
they are less willing to participate during online class discussions, and 36% were
less willing to ask questions (Cavinato etal., 2021). Student instructional
engagement is considered a better predictor of student learning in effective online
teaching (Ayouni et al., 2021); thus, teachers should put a premium on employing
strategies that foster worthwhile engagements during online classes.

Consequently, the study of Bruce and Young (2011) revealed that students find a

welcoming environment, and teacher-student and student-student connections,
as strong indicators of successful course learning. A successful online classroom
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requires provision for appropriate faculty training, the creation of an active
learning environment, and the integration of relevant teaching strategies such as
chunking of lessons, collaborative student discussions, differentiated assignment,
and assessments (Vai & Sosulski, 2016). These considerations that contribute to
the success of online classes provide vital insights for teachers when planning for
activities that prompt students to devote their time and effort to participate and
accomplish the set activities. Teachers should be able to design relevant online
learning activities that would motivate students to participate and be engaged.

This sudden shift from onsite to online learning has posed several redirections
and redesigning of teaching practices. Even as schools have slowly reopened, it is
important to gain insights and look back on what went well and what needs to be
improved when doing online classes. Students’ perspectives may provide rich
input and pedagogical implications for fostering student engagement towards the
achievement of learning outcomes in the digital age among teacher education
institutions.

2. Research Aim
This study aimed to examine the online instructional engagement of preservice
teachers in higher education institutions and online learning experiences.

3. Research Methodology

This study employed a descriptive quantitative research design utilizing a
validated survey questionnaire as the main data-gathering tool. The questionnaire
reflected a multiple-choice option with frequencies very often, often, sometimes, and
never, with 24 items categorized into 3 sections (instructional engagement with
teachers and classmates, with course content and activities, and with technology).
Before conducting the study, a pilot test was used to administer the questionnaire
to a group of 25 preservice teachers to establish reliability.

A total of 405 fourth year college students enrolled in an education degree
program in public higher education institutions in Cebu City, Cebu province,
Philippines participated in the survey. The students are referred to in this study
as preservice teachers. The respondents had experienced two years of face-to-face
classes and another two years of online classes. Concerning the demographic
profile, 86.4% were female and only 13.6% were male, with ages ranging between
22 and 25.

Ethical considerations were observed in this study, including: (a) informed
consent, (b) beneficence, (c) confidentiality and anonymity, and (d) respect for
privacy, and the right to withdraw from the study at any time. Informed consent
was sought and the respondents had the option whether they wanted to complete
the questionnaire. Informal interviews were also conducted to support the
qualitative component of the study.

The respondents were not linked to the data nor their affiliation revealed. After

the data were collected and summarized, results were tallied, collated, and
tabulated for analysis and interpretation.
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4. Results and Discussion

The study determined the perceived online instructional engagement among
preservice teachers in higher education institutions and provides insights on how
online classes may become more engaging. Table 1 presents the results of
respondents’ perceived instructional engagement with teachers and classmates.

Table 1: Results of respondents’ instructional engagement with teachers and

classmates
Statement
Based on your experience for school v S
years 2020-2021 and 2021-2022 at your iy Often 707" Never
institution, how often have you done
each of the following?

1 Participated in class discussions (oral f 52 116 229 8
recitations, asking questions, etc.) % 12.4 28.64 56.54 1.97
Attended synchronous classes f 6 68 103 228

2 WITHOUT completing reading o 148 1680 2543 5630
assignments ° ' ' ' '

3 Collaborated with classmates in f 45 198 141 21
completing tasks during online classes % 1111  48.89 3481 5.19
Collaborated with classmates/other f 22 64 221 98

4  students outside of class to complete

. . % 5.43 15.80 5457  24.20
assignments and projects

5 Helped/tutored other students whether ~ f 29 62 307 7
paid or voluntary % 7.16 1531 75.80 1.73

6 Talked to the professors regarding f 120 227 33 25
grades and tasks % 2963 56.05 815 6.17

7 Shared one’s career plans with a f 11 24 41 329
professor % 2.72 593 1012 81.23
Shared inputs from one’s readings or f 7 12 47 339

8  learning outside of class with the 9 173 206 1160  83.70
professors
Received prompt feedback from f 30 128 233 14

9  professors on one’s academic o 741 3160 5753 346
performance

10 Attended online classes while at work f 18 25 45 317
(part-time or fulltime) % 4.44 5556 1111 78.27

A myriad perspectives is unequivocal on the impact of student engagement on
student performance (Ayouni, et al., 2021; Bruce & Young, 2011; Korobova &
Starobin, 2015; Oz & Boyaci, 2021). However, there is still a dearth of literature
from developing countries highlighting the influence of social support systems
(classmates and teachers) on students’ positive emotional and behavioral
engagement (Ansong et al.,, 2017). Behavioral engagement describes students’
active learning and participation in varied academic tasks. Skinner et al. (2008)
described these engagements being manifested in classroom behaviors, such as
asking and answering questions, concentration and attentiveness during class,
and persistence in learning efforts.

The results in Table 1 show respondents’ perceived instructional engagement
with teachers and classmates, particularly during online synchronous classes. The
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respondents indicated that they did not participate in class discussions during
online classes very often as compared to onsite classes. Only 12.4% of the
respondents claimed that they actively participated during class discussions. This
finding is supported by responses during the informal interviews, where
respondents described online classes as “passive” and “isolating” compared to
onsite classes. According to them, a normal scenario of an online class included
teachers talking non-stop, teachers showing prerecorded lectures, teachers
muting the microphone to avoid disruptions while 90% of students are turning
off their cameras, and student interaction mostly occurring through the chat box.
Watson et al. (2023) also revealed that students indicated that online learning
improved their technical skills but had a negative effect on communication with
instructors. As teachers have also grappled with these changes at the onset of this
major educational shift, they may have resorted to banking on expecting students
to exercise rote memorization and pure lectures, which may not be so effective
during online classes.

The respondents also believed that they become “less” engaged in terms of
interacting with their teachers and classmates due to several factors, one being
low internet connectivity. They shared that it is difficult to interact when they get
disconnected most of the time. Several respondents also mentioned that they get
distracted by opening other websites and social media during online classes.
Moreover, some of their professors also do not indulge them in breakout rooms
to collaborate and complete tasks with their classmates. Only 11.11% of
respondents claimed that they had done collaborative work during synchronous
classes and that most of the tasks had to be completed individually. The
limitations brought by the pandemic have also prompted teachers to limit
collaborative work, especially if these require students to meet onsite. Moreover,
students” limited technical capabilities (availability of hardware, internet
connectivity, etc.) and resource-limited settings may have also hindered teachers
to demand highly technical and collaborative tasks to consider these students.

Collaboration and a high level of engagement and interaction are expected from
preservice teachers as these are part of the competencies that teachers need to
develop. The limitations brought by the pure online modality may have
prevented them from being engaged in meaningful discussions, working with
peers, talking to teachers, sharing insights, and receiving prompt feedback. These
findings are also supported by McKellar and Wang (2023), whose study revealed
that academic engagement and connectedness to teachers and classmates were
significantly observed for onsite classes compared to hybrid and remote learning
modalities.

Table 2 presents results related to respondents’ instructional engagement with

course content and activities, which was high compared to their engagement with
teachers and classmates.
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Table 2: Results of respondents’ instructional engagement with course content and

activities
Statement
Based on your experience for
school years 2020-2021 and 2021~ Ve Some-
2022 at your institution, how often Oftgl Often times e
have you done each of the
following?

1 Created presentations for their f 214 125 66 -
classes %  52.84 30.86 16.30 -
Watched instructional videos and f 317 63 25 -

12 other supporting resources and 9 78.27 15.56 6.17 -
materials
Integrated ideas from different f 252 121 27 5

13 online sources when writing a
paper for submission and other % 62.22 29 .88 6.67 1.23
academic tasks
Integrated multiculturalism and f 140 228 32 5

14 sensitivity to different perspectives
in class discussions and %  34.57 56.30 7.90 1.23
assignments
Attended synchronous classes f 6 68 103 228

15 WITHOUT completing reading % 1.48 16.80 95.43 56.30
assignments ' ' ' '
Worked harder to meet the f 349 34 15 7

16 professors’ standards and % 86.17 8.40 3.70 1.73
expectations
Utilized ideas or concepts learned f 237 111 52 5

17 from other courses when
accomplishing assignments and %  58.52 27.41 12.84 1.23
during online class discussions
Prepared for an online class f 293 101 11 -

18 (studying, reading, writing, doing
homework, analyzing data, and % 7235 24.94 2.8 -

other academic activities)

In an online instructional context, teachers have demonstrated resilience and
creativity in responding to the limited resources and preparation (Mananay et al.,
2022). These highly challenging conditions also have merit opportunities for
teachers to maximize technological affordances in delivering content, which has
also changed the way students consume and respond to these digital contents.
The results of the study (see Table 2) show the high-level frequency of
respondents in relation to their being engaged in creating class presentations
(562.84%), consuming instructional videos (78.27%), integrating online sources in
accomplishing academic tasks (62.22%), and engaging in other academic activities
before online classes (72.35%). These activities highlight the respondents” high
engagement with course content and activities online. As respondents mentioned,
teachers encouraged them to become more independent, leaving the bulk of
simplifying the lessons to them. However, they become mentally exhausted
scavenging the internet for content and resources. With the plethora of materials
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online, students spend most of their time looking for supplemental videos and
other instructional content.

Limperos et al. (2015) highlighted different technological affordances, which
include modality, agency, interactivity, and navigability. Modality affordances
refer to how information is processed online through instructional content via
multimedia formats such as video, audio, text, etc. Agency affordances suggest
the source of information, whether it is provided by the instructor, user-generated
content, or from discussion formats. Furthermore, interactivity affordances relate
to tools such as online textbooks, real-time chat sessions, and the like. Lastly,
navigability affordances refer to the online course flow or structure akin to
students’ ability to find and use information in a meaningful manner. Students’
high level of engagement with course content and activities, in the context of this
study, is highly linked to these various technological affordances, especially on
modality. The way content is presented in online courses is vital to student
learning (Limperos et al., 2015; Mayer & Moreno, 2002). Thus, to substantiate class
lectures, teachers may incorporate online links to possible relevant instructional
videos and materials. The study of Watson et al. (2023) revealed that students had
a favorable opinion of video-recorded lectures with extra reading materials, and
viewed classes that mainly relied on reading materials to be less effective.
Prerecorded lectures, student response games such as Kahoots, and small-group
digital activities were all cited by respondents as effective for online learning; they
preferred self-selected groups over randomly assigned ones.

Although respondents were highly engaged in multimedia formats, it does not
necessarily guarantee learning, as some of them also mentioned that looking for
relevant materials online consumes most of their time. Students perceive courses
offered fully online to be the least effective (Watson et al., 2023); thus, teachers’
facilitation is vital. One of the primary tenets of instructional design and teaching
is to ensure that students comprehend the information to improve the online
learning environment.

Furthermore, according to Almendingen et al. (2021), during the pandemic,
teachers who were proficient in face-to-face instruction but had limited
experience with online instruction attempted to apply the same teaching
strategies used in traditional classrooms. Additionally, some of the preservice
teachers in this study also mentioned that they were not sure how much they had
gained (in terms of learning outcomes) in the previous two years of doing the
online class. Thus, there is a need to investigate students’ perspectives, as these
will provide insights on how to make online classes more engaging, as pure onsite
and pure online modalities are different in so many ways. Ferri et al. (2020)
emphasized that there is a need to redesign technologies and approaches to
education and create innovations specifically designed for online teaching and
learning.

In terms of technology utilization on the part of the respondents, Table 3 shows
the results of their perceived instructional engagement with technology.
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Table 3: Results of respondents” instructional engagement with technology

Statement
Based on your experience for school
years 2020-2021 and 2021-2022 at your
institution, how often have you done
each of the following?
Utilized e-platforms and apps (Padlet, f 265 96 38 6

19 chat group, instant messaging, etc.) in % 65.43 23,70 938 148
completing tasks ? : . . .

Ve Often S.O me- Never
often times

20 Used electronic media (Messenger or f 363 33 9 -
email) to communicate with professors % 89.63 8.15 222 -
1 Answered quizzes/tests using varied f 287 112 6 -
assessment online tools % 7086 27.65 148 -
Used collaborative tools like Padlet, f 98 120 185 2

22 Jamboard, etc. during breakout sessions

. . % 2420 29.63  45.68 49
or online groupings

2 Explored new applications and tools f 10 79 291 25
with the help of the teachers % 2.47 19.51 71.85 6.17

o4 Learned varied applications and tools on  f 363 40 8 -
one’s initiative %  89.63 9.88 1.98 -

Any insights about teaching and learning online are inherently technology
related. The impact of technology to improve educational outcomes have been
well established by literature. The direction of most technology-related
educational research now is on maximizing the affordances that technologies
have offered in fostering and creating a well-designed classroom learning
environment. Understanding how the best features of effective onsite instruction
are applicable in online modality will create a strong foundation and
understanding when creating a more relevant and effective online instructional
delivery.

The findings reveal that the respondents learned different online applications and
tools on their own (89.63%), with very little help from their teachers (2.47%).
According to respondents, teachers also only occasionally use (45.68%)
collaborative tools during breakout sessions or groupings during synchronous
classes. As these respondents prepared for their student internship, they must
have been exposed to various technological tools useful in their teaching
demonstrations. Undeniably, the younger generation is more inclined to
technology and anything related to it seems easier for them to manipulate. The
respondents also mentioned that they are more engaged with technology than
with instructors and classmates in online as compared to onsite classes. They said
that onsite classes afford a deeper level of engagement than online classes as they
can see reactions and gestures in real time.

As to their overall online learning experiences, a few respondents shared that their
instructors sometimes only utilize presentation tools such as PowerPoint and
Google Forms and seldom introduce other tools. In addition, the study of Alda et
al. (2022) revealed that teachers believe that they are not very familiar with and
are less skillful with the features of some ICT-based resources, nor have they
utilized and integrated most of them in their classes. This has also supported
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students’ claim that in online classes, they are more engaged with technology than
with their instructors. It was also emphasized in the previous discussion that
content presentation in online classes is vital to student learning and online
engagement. Given the research and theoretical frameworks on social presence
and electronic proximity, modality-rich presentations (i.e., audio description and
text) have a higher presence than similar presentations without the same
functionality (i.e., text-only) are expected to promote (Limperos et al., 2015).

On the other hand, the respondents mentioned that during classroom topic
presentations and reporting, in most cases, they utilized more new tools, such as
Canva, Mentimeter, Padlet, Kahoot, Quizizz, Jamboard, and the like, than their
instructors. The respondents had also utilized e-platforms and apps in completing
tasks (65.43%) (Table 3). This gap in the utilization of technology, or commonly
called the digital divide, between teachers and students may also be investigated.
What has been imagined as a seamless integration of these technologies and their
related tools during online classes may not be exactly what is happening in the
real field. This becomes the scenario if the entirety of the shift from onsite to online
becomes just a matter of modality. Dotterer et al. (2016) explained that unequal
internet and device access in school and at home, varying funding across school
districts and divisions, and teachers who do not know how to navigate and use
digital tools severely limit student access to the benefits that technology offers.
Thus, other than the gap in availability, there is also a need to investigate
technological competence. Consequently, Limperos et al. (2015) purported that
given the similarities between onsite and online, and the explosive growth of
online courses, it remains important to understand how differences in online
course teaching strategies and technical competencies affect student success.

5. Conclusion and Recommendations

The post-pandemic era ushers us to a new repertoire of practice, especially for
teacher education institutions. The insights accumulated from the decades-long
onsite teaching practices and brand-new online teaching opportunities afford
promising futures to undergraduate students. This study has provided
perspectives on instructional engagement among preservice teachers immersed
in online classes during the pandemic. While this new online modality has
provided them with opportunities to be technologically competent and engaged,
it has somehow limited their instructional engagement with instructors and
classmates. Although this study is somewhat limited in scope, the results still
demonstrate relevant insights on how teachers can maximize technological
affordances while maintaining human connections to facilitate a more engaging
online classroom experience with instructors and students. Thus, universities may
continue to be proactive in providing relevant technological and pedagogical
training that is important to cater to onsite, online, and hybrid teaching
modalities. It is also suggested that further studies may be conducted to better
understand how to promote instructional engagement among students and the
factors that matter most, especially in online and hybrid contexts.
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